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Claims 1-24 wete pending atthe time of examination. Claims 2-3. 15-16. 18-19 
have been canceled. Claims 1, 9. 14, 17 and 20 have been amended. No new matter has 
been added. Tbe applicant respectfully requests reconsideration based on the foregomg 
amendments and Uxese remarks. 

Claim Rejectioas - 35 U.S-C § 101 

Claims 14-16 were rejected under 35 U.S.C § 101 as being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. Inparticular. claims 14-16 were rejected becausetheyrecite 
computer program code which is non statutory as not being tangibly embodied m a 
manner so as to be executable. The applicants have amended claim 14 to recite that the 
computer program product is "stored on a machine readable medium." Claims 15-16 
have been canceled. Thvs, the applicants respectfully submit that the rejection under 35 
U.S.C § 101 is moot and should be wiflidiawn. 

Claim Rej«ctioiis - 35 U.S.C- § 103 

Claims 1. 4, 14, and 17 were rejected mider 35 U.S.C. 103(a> as being 
unpatentable over Cruz, "Linux Kernel: Problem with interfaces and ioctl". August 1, 
2001 (hereinafter "Cruz"), in view of Weinstein. "Zombie Process" (hereinafter 
"Weinstein"). Claims 2-3, 5-6, 8-11, 13. 15-16. 18-22 and 24 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Cruz and Weinstein and further in view of U.S. 
Pateirt No. 6,002,870 to Faulkner et aL (hereinafter "Faulkner")- 

Claim 1 has been amended to include limitations similar to the limitations of 
claim 3 (now canceled) in order to further specifying the "modifying" step. Thus, the last 

step of claim 3, as amended, recites: 

"modifying the running parent process associated with the defunct child 
process by creating an agent thread inside the running P^«^* P[°<?e;a?^ 
tibread b«ng operable to force the runnmg parent process ^ collect exit 
^imatio?fo? the defbnct chUd process, thereby enabl^ the collection of exit 
SoSon for the defunct child process associated with the runnmg parent 
process without terminating the running parent process. 

Tlius, by creating an agent process inside the rumiing parent process, exit information for 
the defunct child process can be collected without terminating the rmming parent process. 
It is respectRilly submitted that none of the cited prior art documents shows the creation 
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• ™<«.«aientT>roce$s,A*WchcoUectsexitmfotmationfora<iefimrt 
of an agent mside a luninng parenx pro 

^.'.h.con.bina^cn of Cruz endWeinsteindoesn.expUcitly disclose c.^^ 

creatinganageotlhreadinsidetl.pa^tprocess.andrefexstocol7,b^s 
Faulkner. However, the applicants respectf^y disagree. cii.d section of F^er 
teaches that '"lUe agent LWP is created by the controlling programmed-process and is 
3«aMtothe^progran„ned-process'Ucol.7,lines4^^^^^^^ Further do^ m the 
same colunn, Faulkner states "...only one agent LWP canbe ggiiv^ in the target 

^ n,.d..rocessat any given time and that agent LWP must be capable of 

performing calls as specified by the controlling programmed-pK^cess" (coL 7, hnes 62- 
65). This again reinforces that the agent works ^^ntbin n turret prnpramip^-process. and 
not within a "running parent process," as required by claim 1. 

Furthermore, as the appUcants b^ve pointed out in previous responses. Faulkner 
n^es no mention of zombie processes or defunct processes. Modifying a process by 
an agent thread, on the one hand, and reaping zombie processes or defimct 
prCK^esses, on the other hand, are two distinct ideas, which are merg^ in a non-obv.ous 
way by the techniques and mechanisms ofihe present invention. 

In Ught of the above remarks relating to independent claims 1. 14, 17. and 20, the 
rejection of clahns 1. 14, 17. and20under 35 U.S.C 103(a) is uns^orted by the art and 
should be Withdrawn. Similarly, the respective dependent claims 4-13 and21-24are 
neither anticipated nor rendered obvious for at least the reasons noted above. 
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Conclusion 

The appU«a« believe, ta. aU pendfag cUim= are aUo^ble and re^etfUly 
«p=«saNote of AUowa=cef<,rto.ppU«tionftom4«E«mtae.. Should.^ 

Zr^ believe that a .ele^one 0<>nftx««e would expedite 4e pro»«mon of to 
applieatio.. the undesigned canbe re^tei a. to telephone nomber o.. below. 



Respectfully subniitted, 

BEYER WEAVER & THOMAS, LLP 

FredrikMoUbom 
Reg. No. 48,587 



P.O. Box 70250 
Oakland, CA 94^12-0250 
(650) 961-8300 
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